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Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs.1 Given a state of war,
however, the question whether a person is an alien enemy does
not depend upon his nationality but upon where he resides
or carries on business. A British subject or a neutral who is
voluntarily resident, or who is carrying on business, in enemy
territory or in territory under the effective control of the enemy
is treated as an alien enemy and is in the same position as a
subject of hostile nationality resident in hostile territory.2 A
person of hostile nationality who is within the King's peace,
as, for example, when he is resident in England under a cartel*
or by permission of the Crown,4 is temporarily free from his
enemy character and may invoke the jurisdiction.5
Alien An alien enemy can neither initiate an action nor continue

'.one that was commenced before hostilities.6
"MCU     The disability of suing is based upon public policy, but there
enemy can are no considerations of public policy which make it desirable
**sucd to suspend actions against alien enemies, and it is now well
established that they may be sued.7 Moreover, when sued they
can plead a set-off in diminution of the claim of the plaintiff,
they can take all the usual procedural steps, and they are at
liberty to challenge an adverse judgment by appealing to a
higher tribunal.8

(ii]yPersons who cannot be sued.

Sovereigns and sovereign states. The persons who are immune
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